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INTEGRATING RESEARCH AND PRACTICE: CAN SCHOOLS AFFORD KOT 102 
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’ . * In recent years trany schoo! distracts have turned to the federal 
- government for help an fananvang local schoul Impt ovement effocts. The ough 


the Nataonal Diffusidn Network (NON), ‘Tatle IV- € of ‘the Clement ary are 
Secondary Education Act, and other peograns, the federal governnent has 
i awarded. yrants to support ohoarazabaonel and anstructional Chanje walhin a 
variety of settings, including state education departments, school distracts, 
tend anda vidual schools. for example} an FY 1979 NON provided geal 5, to 193 
local sites nationwide whereas Title i¥-C, an Michigan along, ed 

« projects at 274 giles. Invariably, Liege federal grants hawe been viewed as 

Neeed troney! to stimulate lecal school improvement project s whale axpnel ag 
local author ities to assure the costs when federal fuiding expires. The 

* approach of Some prograns 25 to Provide” a Jump sum which fully funds the 

“inataal stajes of a local pregect in vider ‘Lo demonstrate the project = 

ae vaabylity Lo local education agencies and .engourage them to bear the costs of 
é Bubsequbal ot ages. Other federal Beedrats shonbeTical contributions fram 
the start by partly fundsng each stage of the prpjecl and aspuming that local 
™ _ authoratires wal} “supply whatever Saito nial faa: afe required. 

: ‘Unfortunately, loc@] educators ?seldom realize just bow much theor 
Partacypat ion An a federal or stale grarit program will cost and often become 
‘dasallus2oned when the actual costs far exceed original expect ataons.! 

1 > The total costs Anclude not only cash outlay by the school or school’ dystrict 

ae program-related expenses but also the sash value of the time.and other , 
tesoyrces that teachers and adminsstrators conlrabule without charge to. Lhe 
program for group brainstorming meetings, paperwork™and other act avaties. 

Does successful school improvement have to be expensive? And, whd “should 

pay and how much? ~  °, : : 


ay ons , ,Ihese* qvestions | were regently examined an fhe context of the Research 


Rout and Development “(RDU) program -~ an "action research" effort an di sseminat ion. 
established 1n 1976 by the Natignal Inst atute of Education (NIE). Operating 
until, 1979, the RDU program expended qver $8.3 million to help almost 300 — Py 
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gabchuols work on lucally defined problems in basig skills, caiver education, o 
_ and teacher iNSe Lv 1Ce through tle use’ of ‘éalernal ly deuchupee RAD products. . , 


The products ane Luded annpvat ave curricula, classroon nanages i" “Guides, 


evaluat 16n kats, and other teaching aml Jearning aids. The, RDU program 


on 


was unusual’ amang federally furided disse nanation atralegies because of als 


dual emphasis on the use of annuvat ive RAD pi oducts and, ou the amprovement , of + 


? 
- 


*the process by which problems were identifigd and solved. Among the cosl 
issues that an anys iny * study of Lhe RDU prey aa thas addressed’ are the rélative 


use of federal and Focal aaah ta support the program-and the relalion- 


ships of program costs to school level oufcures. . oe we 
1 , ; 7 - . . : . ~ 
Relative Use of Federal ‘and Locsl Resources. " : ' 


- 


<4 

Tout ek iliat plu tacspated aa the “RDU proyi am received belween, 
$1, 000 ard $8, 000 an rederal Funding to support ats RDU actavalacs over a luo 
or three year period. Wath such a sual l amount df exteinal fanaicial support, 


the ampact of federal fuadang an local act an ities would appear lo be [her 


ently lamated. However, fédecal qrants usual ly ‘const itute but a “portion of 


the tolal costs that schools iol ebsorb in order to t ake part ain most chance 


_ or school rmpFBvemchl programs. Horeover, an “the past months Se Ts 0uss ques~ 


tions have been rgised @out the appropriatcues os of even a smal] federal role an 


in funding Largeled local activities. .Gne purpose of the RDU study was to a 
address some of the undérlying questions. about .the relationship beLreen 

federal funding amd local ana tr staves y inetoDng the "true" costs to districts 

vor participating in federal grant programy. Hence, r feature of the’ study 


was ta delermane Lhe ratao between the program's direct ad ankaind costs af 
the school level: , ara ' we : : 
ace aa . 


@. Direct costs can be readily tied to specific RDU ° ° 
activities and are paid for direcliy with ROU grant , . 


._ funds,’ e.g. purchase of @n R&D product + oso 


“4,2 © Inkind costs can be readily tied to specific RDU *** : 
: activities but-are not charged ta ant ROU grant. 
Inking costs, are incur red: when district funds and other 
* npn-ROU sources provide resources to the RDU effort; 
or when feachers and adminiskrators contribute thear . 
time to RDU wibhout being compensated aa by RDU 
»  progran funds. 
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Through audits of financial records and interviews with teachers 
and ‘ada unisteators at a represent ative suinple of 22 schools# it was dise Fook 


covgéred that inkand cosls averaged over' BO of tolal costs, ? Bach dollar 
te aa; 
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of federal funds st rmulated about four dodlld#rs in local contrabulione., ot? 
Most’ of the ankind costs represent ed the cash value’ of time gpent vwalhout 
compensatiun an meetahys devated lo problem jdentafication aud R&D product 
selection gnd on ectivat les elated to product amplementat ion (e.g. training, 
materials development , te.) .4 That inkand costs weife relat ively large and ° 
compysest of 30 much donated persunnel time is sigqificant . fer platining school 
improvercat ef forts bewatise at feinforces the notion of federal ‘giants as 
“seed money" rather than as the sole or permanent source of suppott . ‘dt 

also demonstrates that even sirall federal grants; carefully targeled and 
imaginatively exypesuled, can leverage far ‘gistes investments of local re- 
SuuPces. Finally, it cmphasazes the need to Warr prospective participants 
that grant furds wall nol cover most costs and they shpuld be prepared fo 
contribute substantyal amounts of therr om tise to meetings end olher 

acl Wwibbes: » 7 . : 
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Relat ionship of Costs to Qutcones : , 


» ‘e » . 
The second purpose of our study was to determine the effects of 
? . 


eLhese costs on school level quicomey. The schoo! level acganizat ional 

mpact s of the RDU program 3n the school included a broad scop¢ of smplemen- 
tation involving many sludents, and a substential portion of the class day, 
and wages improverent s in curricula and Leaching amethods.? Many schools 
weported thal the R&D product had been incorporated successfully into the 
school curriculum and written guide Lines exist ed for the use of the product. 
Nab, personal timpacts inc duded wacReased «onfadence an leaching abilities, 
greater satisfaction in schoo} decision making, and the acquisition of skills 
im probjem solving and knowledge utilization. - 

: .It seemed amport ant to assess the extent to which the anount of total 


costs and the pereenlage of inkind costs were related Lo outcomes identified 


by visitS to the schools and surveys of the principals and teachers. The : 
» * * ° 


outcomes measured were - (1) a scale of organi zat iona} impact of the RDU 

progr an on broad areas of school funclions sucty as curriculum, staff norale, 
: ; 

au classpuom pracnizstion and management, (2) ancorporation of the RDU. * 


pro ram's rataonal approach to étublem solving into the school's 1egular ~ 
9 é 


te; DRAFT. 
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Jecisiun makin procesp; (3) an cueanien of the selected RAD pruduct into 
the school's Driguang Ser inane ages endfor unolruct sonal practices} 
(4) sulution of tne oraganal pipblém adentifaed by the school as 4 reasuu for 
becussny Involved in the program, and (5) persunal staff development impacts 
of the ROU exper setice Perceivedsby pany letpat tag tegchers, , . 
Exhitai 1 shows the ee at, rank order corrélat 1Sns-bel ween 
costs and outcones. Tota! costs — were nol sagnifacant ly associated with any 
of the uutcones. Schools with highe: costs (both ‘direct and inkind) were nol 
more likely to achieve successful outgones than schuols wth lower costs. 
“Accordingly, an answer to the question flaised earlier about the costs of 
lcoal echoul approvement efforts, at docs not seem that they have to be 
expensive in’ order to be successful,’ Planned school change can'slill be 
altcmpted at tines of fiscal austerity secure in the knowlcdq? that lfmited = ° 
funds alone wild ant prevent, success.° ) . 
The percentage of inkind-costs was wore shnongily related to success. 
' The percentage of sakind costs 1s pndc peadeiil vf the avount of total cusis, 
"1.8. schools with a simple problem sulving process and low total’ “costs can 
Stal] havea tagh percent age of ankind costs. The data an Extibit J suggest 
that a school's commitment Of inkand resuurces cailher reflects or wotvutes a 
desire on the part of participants to achieve successful outc anes. Indeed, 
1zacreasing proporlions uf jaan costs an Lhe RDU program were posatively and 
_ significant ty ‘associated with greater organazalavnal ampacts, greater incor- 
poration of the R&D product , and more pronounced persunal impacts. : ‘ 
; Thus, ankind govts were a signa ficant factor in the success of 
. some .change efforts and the faalure of others. The federal funds expended by 
the ROU pragras pronpted substanta 1 local Investnents of time and money 
which, in turn, were associated with positive scliool outcomes. ThiS Fanding 
‘suggests: that the answer to the question about tlw should pay for school 


improvement and how misc, 1s thal local schuols wind up paying much uF the 


“gost but they also reap .51gAl Facant subst ant ial bencfits. The policy 


a Impl cat aon of this finding 1s that whale the drain of extensive local 


es cont ribul sons «are a legitamate source of comers to grant recipients, Uicse ‘ 
are contr abutions help “to foster comma tmezrat to, and promeate the success of, ati . 
i 
: externally anal rated henge program. : , Fa 
a = . * . . “| ‘ ie 
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RANK OROFR CORRELATIONS BETWEEN COSTS AND QUTCOHES 
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“OUTCOMES 
Organizat yonal 


Impact ~-(N=22) 


“Incorporation of , 


problem-sclving 
process (213°. 


Incorporation of 

R&D product (22) |. 
Problem solved (21) 
Personal impact (21) 
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FOOTNOTES 
t . 
"line RAND Change Agent Study illustrated big threat to progran 
operations posed by unaulicipated or “hidden operat soy costs. See: Paul , 
Berman and Miibrey W. McLaughlin, federal Prograns Supporting Educat yonal 


a ae eee 


_ Chanye, Volume VII: Factors Affecting Implementation and Cont finualidn. 


, 2anta vonica, California: WAND Corporation, 1977, pp- 168-169. 7 4 


2rurther discusbion of the assue of inkind eosts can be found an: 
U.$. Caval Service Commission, Bureau of Intergovernmental Personne] Programs, 


IPA Grant Administration Handbook. Washington, O0.C., 18, pp. 17-28." 


Total costs at the sampled schools ranged fron $4,393 to $57,110. 


‘os rect costs sccaunted for only 20% ef total costs and were most 
often expended on released time foi teactcrs, purchase of R4D Brody S and 
trave) tn other schools to observe product use. ‘ 


*tous, K.S., Rosenblum, S., Hoiulor, J..and Kel}, D, Linking 


R&D Wath Local Schools: Strateques for Schoo] Improvement. Carbridge, 
HA: ABE Associates] Inc., 198]. < 

, a fact, ‘the RAND Change Agent Stydy observed that "more teeny 
funded projects had a slight tendency tu have tiear etersars discontinued | 
by project participants after the end of fedefal furding." See Berman 
and McLaughlin, op cit., p. 74. 
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ore information out * the RDU progran can be obtained from Dr. John 
Egernerer, Program on Research and Fducat sonal Pructice, Dasseminal ion 
and Improvement of Practice, Nationa) Institute of Ecication, 1200 19th 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20208. Information avout the RDU study 1s" 
available fron Dr. Karen Seashote Louis, Project Director, Abt Associates 
Inec., 55 Wheeler Street, Carbridgg, Massachusetts 02238. 
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